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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

The present application was filed with 6 independent claims and a total of 75 claims. New 
claims 76-123 are added in the present amendment. Claim 20 and claims 26-75 were previously 
cancelled. A total of 72 claims and 6 independent claims remain, thus no fees for the new claims 
are required. 

Claim 1 is amended to move the limitations of each computer system being anonymous to 
the first computer system and other computer systems in the group and for the filtering of 
message content into dependent claim 6. Similarly, claim 8 has been amended to move the 
limitations of each computer system being anonymous to the first computer system and other 
computer systems in the group and for the filtering of message content into claim dependent 
claim 12. Independent claims 1 and 8 arc amended to make clear that the message includes an 
alert message which includes instructions for the desired length of time the alert message is to be 
displayed. Alert messages are shown in Fig. 22 at 2208, 2209, and 2210 and Fig. 25 at 2502. 
The displaying of the alert message for a desired length is discussed in paragraph [00103]. The 
alert message was originally claimed at claims 3 and 10. 

In paragraphs 8-20, claims 1-5, 7-11, 13-17 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over U.S. Publication No. 2002/0099777 Al by Gupta et al. (hereinafter 
Gupta), in view of US 6,574,658 Bl to Gabber at al. (hereinafter Gabber), further in view of 
what was well known in the art, and further in view of US 6,651,086 to Manber et al (hereinafter 
Manber). The rejection is traversed and reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Gupta describes a system and method for integrating collaboration activities into email. 
The term "collaborative message" is used to describe this special email. The collaborative 
message includes a query portion 132, a feedback portion 134, a respondent's portion 136, and 
an attachment portion 138 (see FIG. 2). At paragraph [0050], examples of collaborative email 
have been given to include, new message icon, a menu selection, a control-key sequence, a 
particular one of multiple templates or forms stored by the email program, forwarding templates 
or forms stored by the email program, and forwarding of a previously received collaborative 
email message. Claim 1 has been amended to claim that the message includes an alert message 
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and the message content including instructing a desired period of time the alert message is to be 
displayed. In rejecting original claim 3, the examiner refers to paragraph [0055], lines 20-25. 
However lines 20-25 in Gupta says "Selection of the 'Insert' means allows the author to choose 
date, current time, a comment, a footnote, a caption , a special symbol, a cross reference, a table, 
a picture, a hyperlink, etc." This language does not teach or suggest that instructions may be 
included for instructing a desired period of time the alert message is to be displayed, as claimed 
in claims 1 and 8. Manber discloses systems and methods for connecting two or more 
individuals to an internet conversation. At column 1, lines 64-66, Manber discloses that the user 
then enters a comment, or comments, that preferably is intended to spark an interest in other 
users. However, there is no disclosure in Manber that the message contains instructions 
controlling a period of time for displaying an alert message. Gabber discloses a system for and 
method of generating an extended source electronic mail address for use between a sender and a 
recipient. At column 2, lines 25-30, gabber does disclose keyword filtering to recognize and 
remove spam messages. It is submitted that Gabber does not disclose a message including 
instructions for instructing a desired length of time an alert message is to be displayed as claimed 
in claims 1 and 8. The Official Notice taken in the office action mailed on 3/1 1/08 that 
distribution lists, forum lists, mailing lists, etc. are all well known in the art. However, it is 
submitted that systems which control the length of time an alert message is displayed as claimed 
is not known in the art. It is submitted that claims 1 and 8, and all claims depended therefrom 
are allowable under 35 U.S. C. 103 (a) over Gupta, Gabber, well known art and Manber, which 
allowance is respectfully requested. 

As to claims 3 and 10, the examiner references Gupta [0055], lines 20-25. This language has 
been referred to earlier: "Selection of the 'Insert' means allows the author to choose date, current 
time, a comment, a footnote, a caption , a special symbol, a cross reference, a table, a picture, a 
hyperlink, etc." This language does not disclose "removing the GUI image after a predetermined 
time, removing the GUI image unless a user takes an action within a predetermined time, moving 
the GUI image across a display when instantiating the GUI image, moving the GUI image across 
the display when removing the GUI image, ... as claimed in claims 3 and 10. Further, Gabber, 
admitted prior art, and Manber, either alone or in combination, disclose the claimed language. It 
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is submitted that claims 3 and 10 are allowable under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) over Gupta, Gabber, 
admitted prior art, and Manber, which allowance is respectfully requested. 

The limitation of each computer system being anonymous and a filter at each for filtering the 
message content defining a problem for containing keywords of interest such that the message 
would have to contain the keywords of interest before the respective computer system sees the 
message have been claimed in claims 6 and 12. With respect to this language, in paragraph 9 the 
examiner refers to Gabber abstract and column 2, lines 25-30. In Gabber, keyword filtering is 
user to recognize and remove spam messages. However, in claims 6 and 12, each message is 
filtered for keywords of interest such that only messages that pass the filter are displayed to the 
computer system. Thus, in Gabber, filters are used to stop message having certain keywords 
whereas in claims 6 and 12, keywords are used to only display to the computer system those 
message of interest. The examiner's attention is directed to Column 4, lines 19-29 of Manber 
wherein a user identifies or locates a story or topic of interest by conducting a topic or keyword 
search. However, in Manber, a story or topic of interest from various web pages is searched 
rather than a message which defines a problem, as claimed. It is submitted that claims 6 and 12 
are allowable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over the cited art, which allowance is respectfully 
requested. 

It is submitted that independent claims 1 and 8 and all claims depended therefrom, are 
allowable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over the cited prior art, which allowance is respectfully 
requested. 

Claim 1 and claims depended therefrom are parallel to new claim 76 and 101 and the claims 
depending therefrom and are likewise allowable over the cited art, and allowance is requested for 
the same reasons as those of claim 1 and depended claims. Claim 8 and claims depended there- 
from are parallel to new claims 83 and 108 and claims depending therefrom and are likewise 
allowable over the cited art, and allowance is requested for the same reasons as those of claim 8 
and depended claims. 
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It is respectfully submitted that the application is now in condition for allowance, which 
allowance is respectfully requested. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED 

/Floyd A. Gonzalez/ 

FLOYD A. GONZALEZ- Attorney 
Registration No. 26,732 
Phone: 845-433-7282 
Fax: 845-432-9786 



27 



